
TOWNSHIP OF LOWER MAKEFIELD 
ZONING HEARING BOARD 

MINUTES – NOVEMBER 2, 2020 
 
 

The regular meeting of the Zoning Hearing Board of the Township of Lower Makefield 
was held remotely on November 2, 2020.  Ms. VanBlunk called the meeting to order 
and called the Roll. 
 
Those present: 
 
Zoning Hearing Board:  Pamela VanBlunk, Vice Chair 
     Michael Connors, Member 
     Peter Solor, Member 
     Michael Tritt, Member 
 
Others:    James Majewski, Director Planning & Zoning 
     Barbara Kirk, Township Solicitor 
     Adam Flager, Zoning Hearing Board Solicitor 
     John B. Lewis, Supervisor Liaison 
 
Absent:    Anthony Zamparelli, ZHB Chair 
 
 
Ms. VanBlunk noted that only four members are present this evening, and a tie 
vote would be a loss for the Appellants.  She stated Appellants are permitted to 
Continue their Hearing if they choose to have a Hearing when all five Board  
members are present. 
 
 
APPEAL #20-1874 – PENNSYLVANIA AMERICAN WATER COMPANY 
Tax Parcel #20-034-048 – WEST SIDE OF OXFORD VALLEY ROAD BETWEEN 
EDGEWOOD ROAD & MILL ROAD, YARDEY, PA 19067 
(continued from 10/20/20) 
 
Mr. Craig Darosh, Project Manager, Mr. Jason Leonard, engineer, and 
Mr. Dave Jones, solicitor, were present.   
 
Mr. Flager marked the Exhibits as follows:  The Application was marked as Exhibit 
A-1.  The Site Plan was marked as Exhibit A-2.  The Proof of Publication was  
marked as Exhibit B-1.  The Proof of Posting was marked as Exhibit B-2.  Notice 
to the neighbors was marked as Exhibit B-3.  An aerial was marked as Exhibit A-3. 
The Planning Commission summary was marked as Exhibit A-4. 
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Mr. Jones stated they are present to request a Special Exception for a public 
utility in the current location as well as a Variance from the Type II buffer yard. 
 
Mr. Jason Leonard was sworn in and stated he is the project engineer working  
through the Land Development and Zoning portion of the project.  He stated 
the intent of the project is to replace the existing underground booster pump 
station with a new above-ground station on the existing site along North 
Oxford Valley Road.  He stated the project will involve relocating the existing 
driveway which is partially on Township property back onto land owned by 
Pennsylvania American Water Company.  He stated the stormwater manage- 
ment for the site will be handled with an infiltration basin on the northern 
portion of the site.  He stated due to site constraints, they are requesting a 
Waiver for the Type II vegetative buffer due to the need to stormwater 
management and general site constraints.  He stated they are looking for  
a Special Exception for the proposed use. 
 
Mr. Jones stated this is similar to a project that Pennsylvania American did  
previously on Quarry Road, and Mr. Leonard agreed that was correct to his 
knowledge.  Mr. Jones asked Mr. Leonard why they have to move it from below 
ground to above ground.  Mr. Jones stated he believes Mr. Darosh would be 
able to answer that question, but he believes that it is for redundancy in the 
system. 
 
Mr. Jones asked if the booster pump station will be within the setbacks as 
set forth in the Ordinance, and Mr. Leonard agreed.  Mr. Jones asked  
Mr. Leonard to speak to the request for relief from the Type II buffer along  
the park side of the site.  Mr. Leonard stated the area of the site where they 
are requesting the Variance is where they are putting the proposed infiltration 
system, and that is the low point of the site.  He stated it is where stormwater 
management would need to go.  He stated there is some existing vegetation  
in that area of the site off of the property that would also provide some  
potential buffer for the infiltration system.   
 
Mr. Jones stated much of the site is already wooded, and Mr. Leonard agreed. 
Mr. Jones stated the idea is to keep the site lay-out as small as possible on 
the existing site so as not to disturb more vegetation, and Mr. Leonard agreed. 
 
Mr. Jones stated there are several requirements with regard to the Special  
Exception.  Mr. Jones asked if the installation required is essential to service 
the residents of Lower Makefield Township, and Mr. Leonard stated to his 
understanding it is.  Mr. Jones asked if there will be any public business office, 
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storage yard, or storage building operating in conjunction with this use; and 
Mr. Leonard stated there will not be to his knowledge.  Mr. Jones asked if 
the installation would otherwise comply with all other requirements set forth 
in the Zoning Ordinance, and Mr. Leonard agreed.  Mr. Jones asked if any 
structure installed or associated with the use will be located above grade level 
within the right-of-way of any Lower Makefield Township road or PennDOT 
street or right-of-way, and Mr. Leonard agreed.  Mr. Jones stated it has been 
explained that they are asking for a Variance from the requirements for the  
Type II buffer.  Mr. Jones asked if they have the minimum net lot area necessary 
to accommodate the building, the required buffer, required parking, and a 
minimum distance between all structures including parking areas and the  
property line of 50’; and Mr. Leonard agreed. 
 
Mr. Jones stated as part of the project, they are bringing the driveway across 
from North Oxford Valley Road; and it appears that they are going to extend 
the paved entrance back a certain distance, and he asked Mr. Leonard to  
explain why they are doing that.  Mr. Leonard stated there is a potential 
future mixed-use path that is going in by the Township, and they are going to 
accommodate a connection to that.  He stated they wanted the portion where 
the path connects to their driveway to be paved, and that is the transition point 
to the gravel which is what the remainder of the driveway will be. 
 
Mr. Jones stated the site drains to the lower corner where the current pump 
station is, and Mr. Leonard agreed.  Mr. Jones stated that forces them into this 
location to be able to replace the booster pump station, and Mr. Leonard stated 
his knowledge that is correct. 
 
Mr. Jones asked if there were any comments from the Planning Commission  
that Mr. Leonard needs to address, and Mr. Leonard stated there was mention 
about cleaning up some of the Deeds on the site.  Mr. Jones stated the current 
site is in the name of Yardley Water Company, which through several iterations 
and mergers has now become a part of the Pennsylvania American Water 
Company.  He stated they have had conversations internally, and he is in the  
process of preparing a revised Deed to go on record probably with the Land 
Development Plan to clean up the name on that site so that it matches  
Pennsylvania American. 
 
Ms. VanBlunk stated when they were talking about moving the driveway does  
that relate to what the Planning Commission indicated that approval should be  
subject to the realignment of the existing driveway, and Mr. Leonard agreed. 
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Mr. Craig Darosh was sworn in and stated that he is the Project Manager for 
Pennsylvania American Water in charge of this specific project.   
 
Mr. Jones asked Mr. Darosh to explain to the Board why this project is needed 
and discuss the upgrading of this booster pump station.  Mr. Darosh stated 
like the other pump station that was referenced earlier, this is a below-grade 
station which is basically a metal can in the ground.  He stated it is heavily 
deteriorated due to ground water.  He stated it is forty years old.  Mr. Darosh 
stated the Pennsylvania American policy is to provide a much safer work 
environment for employees, and they no longer place booster stations below 
ground when possible so that it provides a much better means of ingress and 
egress.   
 
Mr. Jones stated this is essential to the water services to the residents of  
Lower Makefield Township, and Mr. Darosh agreed.  Mr. Jones stated it 
creates a redundancy in the system and maintains pressure for potable  
water and fire safety; and Mr. Darosh agreed.   
 
Mr. Jones stated with regard to the Deed, they are authorized to move forward 
with that as part of this process; and Mr. Darosh agreed. 
 
Mr. Solor stated the stormwater management and the drive are being driven by  
the increase in impervious area, and Mr. Leonard agreed.  Mr. Solor stated part 
of that is having a 20’ wide driveway that accesses back to the site, and he feels 
that is wide for a short driveway with a turn at the back end that would allow 
vehicles to turn around.  He asked if they considered going with a narrower 
driveway to create less impervious area.  Mr. Leonard stated they did consider 
that.  He stated they ran truck turning movements based on the needs of  
Pennsylvania American Water Company to access the tanks, and they  
minimized the driveway as much as possible but they needed the width and  
the proposed turn-around in order to get the trucks used for normal operation 
back to that portion of the site.  Mr. Solor stated it seems that there are  
streets in the Township that are that width or narrower.  Mr. Leonard stated 
it was the truck size and the turning movements that they needed that was 
driving the size of the driveway.   
 
Mr. Solor stated the Township does allow stormwater offset using pervious 
pavement techniques, and he asked if that was considered at all.  Mr. Leonard 
stated it was not.  He stated it is a relatively small increase in impervious  
surface, and for cost-effective reasons and design constraints, the small 
infiltration basin was identified to be the best approach in their opinion. 
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Mr. Solor asked if there is a drawing of the truck turning radii, and Mr. Leonard 
stated while that was not presented, they have produced that.   
 
Mr. Jones stated he believes a question was asked if Pennsylvania American 
considered pervious paving to reduce the amount of impervious coverage 
that runs 20’ from North Oxford Valley Road to the site.  Mr. Solor stated 
that was his question, and he feels that would potentially reduce or eliminate 
the need for the basin.  He stated removing the basin would reduce the site 
impact.  Mr. Leonard stated typically they try to avoid pervious paving because 
of maintenance requirements.  He stated even with the pervious paving, they 
would still need some sort of system. 
 
Ms. VanBlunk asked if the Township is participating and Ms. Kirk stated they 
are not but are assuming that the Zoning Hearing Board will accept the  
recommendations of the Planning Commission that the existing driveway be  
realigned and that Pennsylvania American Water file the necessary documents 
to reflect that they are the current owner of the property since it shows on Title  
that it is Yardley Water and Power Company. 
 
There was no one from the public wishing to speak on this matter. 
 
Mr. Flager asked if the Applicant is agreeable to the Conditions that were  
imposed by the Planning Commission, and Mr. Jones stated they are. 
 
Mr. Tritt moved and Mr. Connors seconded to approve the request subject 
to the Conditions of the Planning Commission approval on October 13, 2020. 
Motion carried with Mr. Solor opposed. 
 
 
APPEAL #20-1876 – BROOKE & ROBYN GUITERMAN 
Tax Parcel #20-059-235 – 1458 CLINTON DRIVE, YARDLEY, PA 19067 
 
Mr. Brooke Guiterman, Ms. Robyn Guiterman, and Mr. Steven Fahs, Country 
Club Pools were present. 
 
Mr. Flager marked the Exhibits as follows:  The Application was marked as  
Exhibit A-1.  The Site Plan was marked as Exhibit A-2.  The Proof of Publication 
was marked as Exhibit B-1.  The Proof of Posting was marked as Exhibit B-2. 
The Notice to the neighbors was marked as Exhibit B-3. 
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Mr. Guiterman stated they are applying for a Variance for an increase in  
impervious surface area to install a liner pool.  He stated they are proposing 
adding twelve, six and a half foot trees in order to consume the additional 
stormwater management needed by the pool being built.  Ms. VanBlunk 
stated they are going from 22% to 25%, and Mr. Guiterman agreed. 
 
Mr. Brooke Guiterman was sworn in at this time.  Mr. Guiterman stated they 
are looking for a Variance for an increase in impervious surface area that  
will be caused because they want to install a liner pool at their residence. 
He stated they are proposing to install twelve evergreen trees that are about  
six and a half feet tall for stormwater management. 
 
Mr. Steven Fahs was sworn in.   
 
Ms. VanBlunk stated traditionally this Board is not keen on trees being planted 
as mitigation efforts especially when it is three percentage points increase in  
impervious surface.  She asked if they have thought of other mitigation efforts 
such as a seepage bed;  and Mr. Guiterman stated while they have they feel 
that there is limited space back there for the pit.  He stated they also have a  
large oak tree with a lot of roots in the way for a pit.  He stated on the other 
side of their property is a large storm drain so they would not be effecting any 
of the existing grading and the water should drain right through the back yard 
into the drain.  He stated they felt the trees were a much better option. 
 
Mr. Solor stated the Board has a strong preference for seepage beds because 
they are long-term, and trees can die or be removed by the next project  
that happens on the property.  He stated you want to intercept the water 
before it gets to the drain because the purpose of the infiltration is to slow 
down the volume of water hitting the system.  Mr. Solor stated they would 
really like to see a seepage bed.  He stated there are different ways that they 
could arrange that, and he feels that there are a couple of locations that  
would work.  Mr.  Solor stated the could build  a trench along the edge of the  
patio.   
 
Mr. Guiterman stated they plan to make sure that the trees are kept up and  
re-planted if they die.  Mr. Fahs stated the way the trees are going to be planted 
they are on the downslope so that they will absorb more water that way. 
He stated with the swimming pool, it will be less after the pool is installed than 
it is now because you have the absorption of the pool area.   
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Ms. VanBlunk stated the Board tends to be more concerned about what happens 
in five years or if one of the trees goes, or if the next owner does not keep up 
the trees which is why they look for something more permanent than the trees. 
 
Mr. Tritt sated he prefers a permanent solution which is the best option. 
They stated they do not know what will happen two to three years in the future, 
and the homeowner could sell and trees could get taken down; and they would 
have no control over that.  He stated he would recommend a seepage pit as well. 
 
Mr. Connors stated he agreed.  He asked Mr. Majewski how big of a pit they 
would need.  Mr. Majewski stated in order to manage the run-off from the  
increase in impervious surface proposed the pit would need to be at a depth  
of 2’ deep, 4’ wide, and 35’ long.  
 
Mr. Guiterman stated he feels that they can accomplish the same thing, and  
they know of other homeowners that have had trees installed instead. 
 
Mr. Connors stated he feels they should be able to find a spot for the seepage 
pit on the property, and they could work with Mr. Majewski to make it fit in. 
 
Ms. VanBlunk stated the only time they have ever agreed to trees is when it is 
less than a 1% increase in impervious that she can recall.  She asked if they 
would consider a seepage bed, and Mr. Guiterman stated they would rather  
not because it is a “big pit of rocks in the back yard.”  He stated they have 
the grading that goes right around the pool and the storm drain right around it. 
He stated they a massive oak tree and some other trees that would already  
absorb water. 
 
Mr. Connors stated they would not see the seepage pit because it is under- 
ground; and Mr. Guiterman stated while he knows that, it is “bunch of rocks.”   
Mr. Connors asked if they would consider removal of an equivalent area of the  
driveway, and Mr. Guiterman stated he does not feel that they have that much 
driveway to removed and still be able to park there. 
 
Mr. Solor stated the seepage pit can be put below grade, and they can put  
fabric down and grass over the top of it so it would not necessarily be visible. 
 
Ms. Robyn Guiterman (not sworn in) stated that trees are more natural and 
more environmental.  She stated she likes the trees.  She stated she has no 
plan to move for at least thirty or forty years, and she vows to take care of  
the trees and replant them if need be.  She stated she is more environmental; 
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and if they want to see more trees, she would put in even a few more trees. 
She stated she would rather see trees in her yard than a seepage pit.   
Mr. Connors stated they can plant all the trees that they want regardless; 
however, a seepage pit is typically what the Board looks for. 
 
There was no one from the public wishing to speak on this matter. 
 
It was noted that the Township is not participating in this matter.   
 
Ms. VanBlunk stated it does not seem that the Board is inclined to pass this  
as is. 
 
Mr. Guiterman asked what the next step would be.  Ms. VanBlunk stated they 
could request a Continuance and see what other options are available if they 
are against the installation of a seepage bed as there are other mitigation  
options other than trees.  Ms. VanBlunk stated based upon the four members 
present, she does not see that this will pass based on the way it is presented. 
She stated the Board could vote in favor with the Condition that there be a 
seepage bed or the Applicants could go back to the pool contractor and see  
if there is another way to mitigate the impervious surface. 
 
Mr. Fahs asked for the dimensions of the seepage bed that were stated, 
and Ms. VanBlunk stated it was 2’ deep by 4’ wide by 35’ long.  Mr. Fahs 
stated they need to consider the cubic feet; and he assumes that as long 
as they meet the cubic foot requirement, it does not have to be 35’ long. 
Mr. Majewski agreed.  Mr. Fahs stated he assumes he would just put it on 
the drawing with the calculations, and the Township engineer would  
approve it.  Ms. VanBlunk stated the Board can make a Motion to approve 
it tonight if the homeowner agrees to put in the seepage bed, and it could 
be subject to the Township’s final approval. 
 
Mr. Guiterman stated they would agree to that. 
 
Mr. Connors moved, Mr. Tritt seconded and it was unanimously carried to 
approve the Appeal per the Plan subject to the installation of stormwater 
mitigation to reduce the effective impervious rate to 22% subject to review 
and approval by the Township engineer. 
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APPEAL #20-1877 – KS POOLS & PATIOS (HEATHER & DENNIS PETRILLO) 
Tax Parcel #20-025-235 – 1212 MADISON DRIVE, YARDLEY, PA 19067 
 
Ms. VanBlunk stated they also want relief from the impervious surface 
because they also want to build an in-ground swimming pool.  She stated 
they are requesting an increase from 18% to 24.4%. 
 
Ms. VanBlunk advised again that there are only four members present this 
evening so a tie vote is a loss for the Appellant.  She stated they could 
Continue this if they want until there are five members.  The Applicants 
indicated that they wanted to move forward at this time. 
 
Mr. Flager marked the Exhibit as follows:  The Application was marked as  
Exhibit A-1.  The Site Plan was marked as Exhibit A-2.  The Impervious Surface 
breakdown was marked as Exhibit A-3.  The Proof of Publication was marked  
as Exhibit B-1.  The Proof of Posting was marked as Exhibit B-2.  The Notice to 
the neighbors was marked as Exhibit B-3. 
 
Ms. Heather Petrillo and Mr. Dennis Petrillo were sworn in. 
 
Mr. Petrillo stated they are trying to “transfer” their back yard with everything 
going on with COVID.  He stated they have decided that they want to stay here 
for the “long-haul.”  He stated they always wanted to put a pool in the back  
yard which is the one thing missing in their back yard. 
 
Ms. VanBlunk asked what are their mitigation efforts to bring down the  
impervious surface.  She stated they are looking to go from 18% to 24.4%  
which is a huge increase of almost 6%, and she asked what are their mitigation  
efforts. 
 
Mr. Eric Konyves, K. S. Pools, was sworn in.  He stated similar to the last  
Applicant, they are showing twenty evergreen trees to mitigate the storm- 
water management and run-off; but he now understands that is not really  
how the Board wants to handle that.  Mr. Konyves stated the surveyor/storm- 
water person had indicated that twenty evergreens at 10 cubic feet per tree  
would be a total of 200 cubic feet of run-off. 
 
Ms. VanBlunk asked if there is a back-up in mind.   Mr. Konyves stated based 
on the discussion with the prior Applicants, they are willing to go with a  
seepage pit if that can be calculated; and they would have to locate where  
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that would go.  Ms. VanBlunk asked Mr. Majewski what size would be needed;  
and Mr. Majewski stated it would be 3’ deep, 6’ wide, and 23’ long or any other  
configuration that would control the run-off for 166 cubic feet.   
 
Mr. Konyves stated he will take the Plan back to the stormwater person and  
have him draw the seepage bed, and he asked if he would then drop that off 
and have it reviewed.  Ms. VanBlunk stated that would be subject to the 
Board’s approval. 
 
Mr. and Ms. Petrillo stated they would be willing to put in a seepage bed to  
bring the impervious surface rate back down to an effective rate of 18%. 
 
Mr. Connors asked what is the “grotto.”  Ms. Petrillo stated it is basically  
a waterfall.  Mr. Connors stated it was within the setbacks, and he wanted 
to make sure it was not any type of building structure.   Mr. Connors 
stated the existing shed is also within the setback, and he asked Mr. Majewski 
if that is an issue.  Mr. Majewski stated he had not noticed that, and it would 
need to be relocated to be 10’ from the property line.  The Applicants agreed 
to move the shed. 
 
It was noted that the Township is not participating. 
 
There was no one from the public wishing to speak on this matter. 
 
Mr. Solor moved, Mr. Connors seconded and it was unanimously carried to  
approve the Appeal contingent upon providing for structural stormwater 
mitigation to the approval of the Township and relocation of the existing  
shed outside the setback. 
 
 
APPEAL #20-1878 – NATALIE & BRIAN HOLMES 
Tax Parcel #20-046-151 – 718 CHESTNUT LANE, YADLEY, PA 19067 
 
Ms. VanBlunk stated they are also looking for relief from the impervious surface 
to increase the impervious surface coverage from 20.4% to 25% to install a  
pool. 
 
Ms. Holmes stated they are going to yield to the pool contractor who will 
talk about their mitigation. 
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Mr. Flager marked the Exhibits as follows:  The Application was marked as 
Exhibit A-1.  The Site Plan was marked as Exhibit A-2.  The Proof of Publication 
was marked as Exhibit B-1.  The Proof of Posting was marked as Exhibit B-2. 
The Notice to the neighbors was marked as Exhibit B-3. 
 
Mr. Nathan Simcox, the pool contractor, Mr. Natalie Homes, and Mr. Brian  
Holmes were sworn in. 
 
Mr. Simcox stated they are looking to put in an infiltration trench to remediate  
the “loss of stormwater.”   
 
Mr. Majewski was asked if what they have proposed is sufficient, and  
Mr. Majewski stated he does not see what they have proposed.  Mr. Simcox 
stated they did not put the dimension on the Plans.  He stated it has been years 
since he has come in for a Variance for this situation.  Mr. Majewski stated a  
possible dimension that would satisfy the stormwater management requirement 
would be 3’ deep, 6’ wide, and 19’ long or whatever combination gets them to 
135 cubic feet of volume.  Mr. Simcox stated that would not be a problem. 
Mr. Majewski stated on the Township Website there is a calculator where you 
can calculate those numbers out for different configurations.   
 
Mr. Solor asked what is the ground water table like in this area given the location 
between the Canal and the River.  Ms. Holmes stated they have never been  
flooded in over one hundred years according to the neighbors and the “history.” 
She stated she talked to FEMA as well.  She stated they do not pool any water, 
and she feels the mitigation will help as well.  She stated there has been zero  
flood water in their back yard ever; and even with two weeks of rain, you can  
walk around and not walk into a puddle in their yard.  Ms. VanBlunk asked how 
long they have lived there, and Ms. Holmes stated they have lived there fourteen 
and a half years.  Mr. Holmes stated the moved into the home in 2007, and they 
were not moved into the flood zone until after Sandy hit.  Ms. Holmes stated  
that was when the flood map changed in around 2012/2013.  She stated a portion 
of t heir yard is in the flood zone, but they also have a French drain, and there has 
never been any pooling of water in the yard since they have lived there for over 
fourteen years.  She stated according to the neighbors who have been there for  
a significant period of time, it has never had any flood waters. 
 
Mr. Majewski stated there is an issue that where they propose to put the pool 
is located in the special flood hazard area which is a designated floodplain,  
and they will need an additional Variance for disturbance to the floodplain. 
He stated he does not see any issues with that; however, they will need that 
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Variance because according to the FEMA mapping, while the house is outside 
of the floodplain, the area in the back yard where the pool is going is 1’ into 
the floodplain.  Mr. Connors asked if that is 1’ in height or 1’ horizontal. 
Mr. Majewski stated the flood elevation at the house is approximately 33,  
and the existing and proposed grade where the pool is about 31.8 at the low  
point so they are slightly over 1’ into the floodplain with the pool.  Mr. Connors  
asked if there are any concerns about net increase in volume because of the  
grading, and Mr. Majewski stated he does not. 
 
Ms. Kirk stated the Township is participating because the pool is proposed to 
be located in the special flood hazard area.  She stated there is a Floodplain  
Ordinance that would require specific notice be provided to the property  
owners of the potential of their insurance coverage being altered or changed 
in some way in the event the Variance was approved with the construction 
of the pool in that area.  Ms. Kirk asked Mr. Majewski if that is accurate, and 
Mr. Majewski agreed.  Ms. Kirk stated the Township would like to make sure 
that the property owners are aware of that potential in that FEMA may make 
an adjustment on the basis that, although it is a hole, is construction within the 
floodplain area, that they are aware of that potential, and that they are willing 
to accept that risk.  The Applicants stated that they were.   
 
Mr. Lewis asked Mr. Majewski if this would be an issue with our FEMA/CRS  
(Community Rating System) rating, and Mr. Majewski stated he does not believe 
that it would.  Mr. Lewis stated he feels that they should make sure that is the  
case.  Mr. Majewski stated they would have to make approval contingent on  
compliance with all applicable FEMA regulations.   Ms. Kirk stated she believes 
that is also the requirement of the written notice being provided to them if 
the Variance were granted so that it is abundantly clear that the property  
owner is aware of the potential adjustment for insurance coverage by FEMA 
or their insurance providers. 
 
Mr. Flager stated this is 200-59.B.(1)(e)(1) and (2) which he read as follows: 
“Whenever a Variance is granted, the Zoning Hearing Board shall notify  
the Applicant in writing that (1) – the granting of the Variance may result 
in increased premium rates for flood insurance and (2) such Variances  
may increase the risks to life and property.”   
 
Mr. Flager stated they will put that on the Decision if the Board does in  
fact grant the request and that it should be included in the written Decision. 
 
 



November 2, 2020              Zoning Hearing Board – page 13 of 40 
 
 
Ms. VanBlunk asked if they need to notify the neighbors of this additional 
Variance request because the Notice that went out was just for the impervious 
surface request.  Ms. Kirk stated she is not sure that everyone recognizes the 
location of the pool in the special flood hazard area, and she would defer to 
the Zoning Hearing Board solicitor to make a determination.  Mr. Flager stated 
the Notice was just for the impervious.  Ms. VanBlunk asked if there is a Notice 
problem because they need an additional Variance because it is a flood zone, 
and she asked if they need to notify the neighbors of that additional Variance. 
 
Ms. VanBlunk stated she does not feel that the Board can vote on this tonight 
because the Township did not provide proper Notice to the neighbors of this 
additional request. 
 
Ms. Holmes asked if it would help if they asked the neighbors to get involved 
in this Hearing now, and Flager stated it is a legal Notice requirement.   
Ms. VanBlunk stated while they will ask if there is public comment, she does 
not want there to be a problem because the neighbors were not provided 
Notice of this additional issue. 
 
Mr. Connors stated the Public Notice specifically says:  “Applicant is  
requesting a Variance from Township Zoning Ordinance 200-23B,” and  
it goes into the impervious; and there is nothing in it about a Variance for 
the flood zone.  He stated he agrees that it is an improper Notice. 
 
Mr. Flager stated they could Continue the Hearing, re-advertise it with both  
Sections for an upcoming meeting, and the Board could vote on it at that time. 
Mr. Flager asked if just one Variance would be required for building in the  
floodplain, and Mr. Majewski agreed.  Mr. Majewski stated they could put the 
Notice out this week and next Tuesday so that the Notice is in time to have 
the Continued Hearing on November 17. 
 
Ms. Kirk stated this would be under Section 200-59B.1.a. for a Variance for 
construction, development, use or activity within an identified floodplain  
area, and Mr. Majewski agreed.  Mr. Majewski stated he will also double  
check to make sure that there is not another Section that goes along with that. 
 
Ms. VanBlunk stated this is a Notice issue, and rather than Deny this, she would 
recommend that it be Continued so that they can give proper Notice. 
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Mr. Flager asked how much of the pool is in the floodplain, and Ms. Holmes  
stated it is less than 1’.  Mr. Flager stated the other option is that they could  
move the pool out of that area.  Mr. Connors stated it is 1’ vertical -  not  
horizontal.   
 
Mr. Flager asked if they would be able to have this by the November 17, and  
Mr. Majewski stated they could.  He stated they need to advertise it two  
consecutive weeks with the second advertisement being seven days before  
the meeting so they could advertise it for Thursday and the following Tuesday  
to meet that requirement. 
 
The Applicants agreed to the Continuation. 
 
Ms. VanBlunk moved and Mr. Connors seconded to Continue the Appeal to 
November 17 to provide for Notice for the second Variance. 
 
There was no one from the public wishing to speak on this matter. 
 
Motion carried unanimously. 
 
 
APPEAL #20-1879 – AARON ZIBELMAN 
Tax Parcel #20-037-250 – 600 BRANDYWINE LANE, YARDLEY, PA 19067 
 
Ms. VanBlunk sated this is also an impervious issue to build a swimming pool. 
She stated they are going from 28% impervious surface to 29.8%.  Mr. Flager 
stated the current impervious surface is 27 and a half percent, and they are 
going to 29.8%, and 28% is permissible in this area. 
 
Mr. Flager marked the Exhibits as follows:  The Application was marked as 
Exhibit A-1.  The Site Plan was marked as Exhibit A-2.  The Impervious Surface 
Breakdown was marked as Exhibit A-3.  The Impervious Surface Breakdown 
Calculation Sheet was marked as Exhibit A-4.  The Stormwater Management  
Small Project Volume Control Sheet was marked as Exhibit A-5.  The Soil 
Morphology Form was marked as Exhibit A-6.  The Proof of Publication was 
marked as Exhibit B-1.  The Proof of Posting was marked as Exhibit B-2.  The 
Notice to the neighbors was marked as Exhibit B-3. 
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Mr. Aaron Zibelman was sworn in and stated he hired an engineer to do a  
drainage test and they dug a trench to demonstrate that the water drains on 
the soil and then proposed a stormwater management system which was  
basically a seepage trench.  He stated that should mitigate the stormwater 
management. 
 
Ms. VanBlunk asked Mr. Majewski if he has reviewed the proposed Plans, 
and Mr. Majewski stated he has.  Ms. VanBlunk asked if the trench is  
enough to mitigate the less than 2% increase in impervious surface, and 
Mr. Majewski stated it is. 
 
Ms. Kirk stated the Township is not participating in this matter. 
 
There was no one from the public wishing to speak on this matter. 
 
Mr. Tritt. moved, Mr. Solor seconded and it was unanimously carried to approve 
the Appeal as submitted. 
 
 
APPEAL #20-1880 – KENNETH P. KORETSKY, JR. 
Tax Parcel #20-034-050-001 – 560 MILL ROAD, YARDLEY, PA 19067 
 
Mr. Bryce McGuigan, attorney, was present on behalf of Mr. Koretsky. 
 
Ms. VanBlunk reminded them that  there are only four members of the Board  
present this evening so a tie vote would be a loss for the Appellant, and they  
have the option to Continue until a time when there are five members.   
 
Ms. Kirk advised Mr. McGuigan that she is present on behalf of the Township  
and has been directed to participate in this matter. 
 
Mr. McGuigan stated they would like to proceed with the four-member panel. 
 
Mr. Flager marked the Exhibits as follows:  The Application was marked as  
Exhibit A-1.  The Site Plan was marked as Exhibit A-2.  The Statement of Hardship 
was marked as Exhibit A-3.  The Proof of Publication was marked as Exhibit B-1. 
The Proof of Posting was marked as Exhibit B-2.  The Notice to the neighbors 
was marked as Exhibit B-4.   
 
Ms. Kirk noted that there was an additional document circulated by Mr. Majewski. 
Mr. Flager marked the aerial submitted as Exhibit A-4. 
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Mr. Kenneth Koretsky was sworn in. 
 
Mr. McGuigan stated they are proposing a pool and a new single-family 
residence on the property.  Mr. McGuigan stated Mr. Koretsky is the owner 
of 560 Mill Road in Yardley, Tax Map Parcel #20-34-50-1.  He stated the  
property is Zoned Residential/R-2, and it is presently improved with a single- 
family, detached dwelling with an in-ground pool; and it is approximately  
1.825 acres.  Mr. McGuigan stated they are proposing the construction of a  
new single-family, detached dwelling together with a garage, in-ground pool, 
and some other accessory Residential structures.  
 
Mr. McGuigan stated there is a residence presently on the property; however,  
it is in a state of disrepair, and there are some significant issues with the  
structural integrity of the property as Mr. Dumack will Testify to.  Mr. McGuigan 
stated with regard to the existing structure, there is a small part of the building 
that is an older building; however, it is not on any Historic Register and it is not 
a historically-significant structure.  Mr. McGuigan stated it has deteriorated to  
the point that it is not viable to restore it.  He stated there have been many 
additions put onto the building through the years as well.  He stated it is their 
plan to replace that structure with a larger single-family home that will bring 
up the area. 
 
Mr. McGuigan stated in order to do this, they need six Variances, and three of  
Variances deal with steep slopes.  He stated with regard to the slopes, they  
are seeking a Variance to permit 82.6% disturbance of Class I slopes instead of  
the allowable 50%, 83.1% disturbance of Class II slopes instead of the allowable 
30%, and 100% disturbance of Class III slopes instead of the allowable 0%. 
Mr. McGuigan stated they are also requesting a Variance to permit an  
impervious surface ratio of 22 ½%  where 18% is allowed.  
 
Mr. McGuigan stated they are also requesting a Variance to not require a  
building setback to be calculated from the protected resources, a.k.a. the  
slopes, which are covering the property.  He stated he understands that  
Mr. Dumack forwarded a Site Plan that has the slopes overlaid over top of 
the construction. 
 
Mr. McGuigan stated the last Variance is to permit a fence and gate within 
the front yard to be 6’ high instead of the allowable 3’. 
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Mr. McGuigan stated the property is unique because of the slopes.  He stated 
there are an excessive amount of slopes on the property; and as Mr. Dumack 
will discuss, the vast majority of these slopes are manmade in nature.   
He stated while they would be disturbing these slopes, they are not natural, 
and they are manmade.    Mr. McGuigan stated similarly the Variance to  
calculate the setbacks from the Lot line instead of the protected resources is  
because of the slopes; and if they do not get the Variance, they cannot build 
on the property. 
 
Mr. McGuigan stated with regard to the impervious surface, they are proposing 
seepage beds to be installed on the property.  He stated Mr. Dumack will Testify 
to these in more depth; however, they are large seepage beds that will more  
than adequately account for any additional run-off that may result due to the  
proposed construction, and they will do that to the Township’s satisfaction  
as well. 
 
Ms. Kirk stated she heard that they are proposing impervious surface of 22 ½%;  
and Mr. McGuigan stated he meant to say 25 ½% so it is an additional 7.5%. 
He stated they will propose mitigation efforts in the form of seepage beds that 
will more than account for that additional run-off. 
 
Mr. McGuigan stated with regard to the fence issue, that is for security purposes; 
and what they propose is a metal-slatted fence, vertically, which is see-through 
so it will not pose any sort of obstruction or any issue for passing motorists or 
other pedestrians. 
 
Mr. Flager stated Mr. McGuigan had mentioned six Variances, but he felt that 
there were only five according to the Notice.  He stated the one he does not 
see in the Notice is the one with regard to setback.  Ms. VanBlunk stated there 
are six Variances listed on the Application.  Mr. Solor stated the Notice does 
not have six.   
 
Ms. Kirk stated she felt that there were seven Variance requests, not only  
the special setback, but also a Variance from Section 200-51B.5.e  which says  
that the Board of Supervisors at their sole discretion can reduce the steep  
slope protection standards via a Conditional Use process.    
 
Mr. Flager stated it appears that 200-61.C was not in the Notice.  Ms. Kirk 
stated the Application also lists the other Section that she just referenced – 
200-51B.5.e.  Ms. VanBlunk stated she does not believe the Application  
lists that, and Mr. McGuigan stated he does not believe that they requested 



November 2, 2020              Zoning Hearing Board – page 18 of 40 
 
relief from that Section.  Mr. Flager stated his suggestion is that while the one  
Section was not included in the Notice, they could still have the Hearing this  
evening; however, they will have to re-advertise the Variance that was not  
included in the Notice and then potentially have the Board vote on it on  
November 17.  Mr. McGuigan stated he would prefer proceeding with the  
Hearing tonight, re-advertise, and then they would have the final vote on  
November 17 if that is acceptable to the Board.  Ms. VanBlunk stated she  
would be in favor of that, and Ms. Kirk had no objection. 
 
Mr. McGuigan asked Mr. Koretsky is from the area, and Mr. Koretsky agreed 
that he lives in Falls Township.  Mr. McGuigan stated he has owned the  
subject property for approximately two years, and Mr. Koretsky agreed.   
Mr. McGuigan stated the property currently has a single-family residence  
on it, and Mr. Koretsky agreed.  Mr. McGuigan asked if it is fair to say that it  
is in a state of disrepair, and Mr. Koretsky agreed.  Mr. McGuigan asked  
Mr. Koretsky to describe what is there now.  Mr. Koretsky sated currently  
there is water leaking inside, and there is a tree currently on the structure.   
He stated there are cracks all over, and the roof is in major disrepair.   
Mr. McGuigan asked if the structure on the property is on any historical  
registers or lists, and Mr. Koretsky stated it is not to the best of his knowledge.   
Mr. McGuigan asked if it maintain any sort of historical significance, and  
Mr. Koretsky stated it does not as far as he knows.  Mr. McGuigan asked if  
based on his knowledge, the whole property is not original/old, and there  
have been additions put on it; and Mr. Koretsky stated there have been  
multiple additions put on it.  Mr. McGuigan stated a majority of the building  
is vinyl-sided, and Mr. Koretsky agreed. 
 
Mr. McGuigan stated Mr. Heath Dumack is familiar with the buildings, and  
Mr. Koretsky stated he is.  Mr. McGuigan stated Mr. Dumack can Testify as 
to details with regard to the structure, and Mr. Koretsky agreed. 
 
Mr. McGuigan stated because the current house is in disrepair, Mr. Koretsky 
is trying to build something new; and Mr. Koretsky agreed.  Mr. McGuigan 
stated as shown on the Plans, the new residence will have a driveway, garage, 
and an in-ground pool; and Mr. Koretsky agreed.  Mr. McGuigan stated this 
will be an improvement as to what currently exists, and Mr. Koretsky agreed. 
 
Mr. McGuigan stated apart from the house, the property has excessive slopes, 
and Mr. Koretsky agreed.  Mr. McGuigan stated it is Mr. Koretsky’s under- 
standing that many of the slopes are manmade, and Mr. Koretsky stated he 
believes so.    Mr. McGuigan stated Mr. Dumack would be more knowledgeable  
about this, and Mr. Koretsky agreed.   
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Mr. McGuigan asked Mr. Koretsky if without Variance relief would he be able  
to reasonable improve and use the property as a single-family home, and  
Mr. Koretsky stated he would not. 
 
Mr. McGuigan stated the property has trees and buffering, and Mr. Koretsky  
agreed.  Mr. McGuigan asked if Mr. Koretsky plans to maintain that, and  
Mr. Koretsky stated he does and will add to it as well. 
 
Mr. McGuigan stated they also plan to install a fence including a fence in the  
front yard, and Mr. Koretsky agreed.  Mr. McGuigan stated it will be 6’ high,  
but they are only allowed to have it be 3’ high pursuant to the Ordinance.   
Mr. McGuigan asked if the additional height is for security and safety purposes,  
and Mr. Koretsky agreed.  Mr. McGuigan stated cars do drive down the street  
and need to be able to see; and Mr. Koretsky stated it will be a decorative fence,  
and you can see right through.  Mr. Koretsky stated it will be lack metal with 1”  
slating, and you can see right through it.  Mr. McGuigan stated it is similar to  
the same style of fencing seen throughout Lower Makefield Township, and  
Mr. Koretsky agreed.   
 
Mr. McGuigan stated the construction that he is proposing will result in a higher 
impervious surface percentage than the Ordinance allows, and Mr. Koretsky 
agreed.  Mr. McGuigan stated considering that, they intend to install seepage 
beds to offset any potential increase in stormwater, and Mr. Koretsky agreed. 
Mr. McGuigan stated Mr. Koretsky and Mr. Dumack will be willing to work with  
the Township to implement that plan and make any alterations that are requested  
by the Township, and Mr. Koretsky stated that he is 100%.  Mr. McGuigan stated  
he will provide stormwater management in full conformance to Township  
Ordinances and the requirements of Lower Makefield, and Mr. Koretsky stated  
he will 100%. 
 
Mr. McGuigan asked Mr. Koretsky if he is familiar with the neighboring properties, 
and Mr. Koretsky agreed.  Mr. McGuigan asked if any of the neighbors indicated 
that they had any problems with the proposed development, and Mr. Koretsky 
stated they have not.  Mr. McGuigan asked Mr. Koretsky if it is his belief that 
the surrounding neighbors would not be negatively impacted by what he is  
trying do, and Mr. Koretsky agreed.  Mr. McGuigan asked Mr. Koretsky if there 
is any reason he can think of that what he is trying to do would be detrimental 
to the community, and Mr. Koretsky stated there is not that he can think of. 
Mr. McGuigan stated in fact he is trying to “build up” the community, and  
Mr. Koretsky stated he believes that it will be an improvement to the community. 
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Ms. VanBlunk stated it was indicated that the fence in the front yard was for 
security purposes; however, Lower Makefield is a pretty safe Township, and 
she would like to know why the Applicant feels the need to fence the front  
yard.  Mr. McGuigan stated the property is right up against Mill Road, and 
Mr. Koretsky agreed.  Mr. McGuigan stated there are passing motorists, 
and Mr. Koretsky has young children; and Mr. Koretsky agreed.  Mr. McGuigan 
stated there is also a bike path there as well.  Mr. McGuigan stated Mr. Koretsky 
intends to install landscaping around the fence, and Mr. Koretsky agreed that 
it will be on both sides.  Mr. McGuigan stated it is for security purposes and  
also for aesthetics, but the primary reason is for security for his children; and 
 
Mr. Koretsky agreed.  Ms. VanBlunk asked Mr. Koretsky if he could not just 
have the fence in the back yard and keep his children safe in the back yard. 
Mr. McGuigan stated there will also be a gate in the front.   
 
Mr. Solor stated there is over 9,000 square feet of paved area.  He stated if the 
paved area were reduced, they could reduce the impervious coverage concerns 
and reducing some of the steep slope issues; and he asked if reducing the amount 
of paved area has been considered.  Mr. McGuigan stated they looked into a  
variety of iterations of the Plan, and the one that they submitted is the version 
that they settled upon.  He stated with regard to the impervious surface, they 
looked at that issue at length; and based upon the seepage beds that they  
will install, there will be a net zero effect on stormwater management.   
 
Mr. Solor stated if they were to shrink the paved area, they could realign the 
site a little and reduce the steep slope interactions at the same time. 
Mr. McGuigan stated one of the documents they submitted, Mr. Dumack put 
the overlay of the steep slopes on there.  He stated it would be difficult to  
reduce interactions with the steep slopes even if they made some changes. 
He stated looking at the current lay-out of the Lot, there are steep slopes  
covering it.  He stated no matter what they do, they are up against the slopes. 
Mr. McGuigan stated they can discuss this further with Mr. Dumack who can 
show the Plan. 
 
Mr. Tritt asked if the fence will be around the entire perimeter of the property 
or only the front area along Mill Road, and Mr. McGuigan stated it will be  
around the entire perimeter of the property.   
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Ms. Kirk asked Mr. Koretsky of the existing house on the property has four  
bedrooms and two bathrooms, and Mr. Koretsky agreed.  Ms. Kirk stated it  
appears that the property including what is listed on the drawing is about 
2,112 square feet which she assumes is the building footprint of the existing 
house.  Mr. McGuigan stated he can ask Mr. Dumack to qualify that.   
 
Ms. Kirk asked if the existing house faces Mill Road.  Mr. Koretsky stated 
when you go up the driveway, it is the right side of the house; and the  
house does not face the road, rather it is sideways.  Ms. Kirk stated they 
are planning to re-configure it so that the front of the house faces Mill 
Road, and Mr. Koretsky agreed.   
 
Ms. Kirk stated based on the Plan it appears that they will have a very large  
circular driveway from Mill Road up to the front of the house, and  
Mr. Koretsky agreed there will be a loop driveway.  Ms. Kirk stated they 
will decrease part of the front yard in order to accommodate the looped 
driveway, and Mr. Koretsky stated Mr. Dumack could probably discuss that. 
 
Ms. Kirk asked Mr. Koretsky if he has looked at the Plans with Mr. Dumack, 
and Mr. Koretsky agreed.  Ms. Kirk stated the proposed shows on the Plan  
to be a two-story house, and Mr. Koretsky agreed.  Ms. Kirk stated it shows 
on the Plan that the proposed house  will be 4,308 square feet, which is almost  
two times the size of what is existing on the property now; and Mr. Koretsky 
agreed.  Ms. Kirk stated they are proposing to build a house that is much  
larger than what is already on the property, and Mr. Koretsky agreed it is  
larger than the existing house.   Ms. Kirk stated because they are building a  
larger house, there will be more disturbance of the steep slopes.  Mr. McGuigan 
stated he feels that is a question for Mr. Dumack.  He added that a lot of the 
issue is the orientation of the house as well, and the Plan they have that shows 
the slope overlay will demonstrate this. 
 
Ms. Kirk stated it is because of the increased size of the house and the looped  
driveway that the impervious surface will go up to 25%.  Mr. McGuigan stated 
that does have an impact on the impervious. 
 
Ms. Kirk stated they are proposing a 6’ high fence around the entire property, 
and Mr. McGuigan agreed.  Ms. Kirk asked why they could not keep the  
fencing in the front yard to the maximum 3’ in height which would appear to 
be more aesthetically-pleasing than having a 6’ fence along the frontage. 
Mr. McGuigan stated he is not sure what is more aesthetically-pleasing. 
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Ms. Kirk stated she is asking the question of Mr. Koretsky.  Mr. Koretsky 
stated he does not think the 3’ fence does much.  He stated he is 6’2”,  
and he could step over it.  Ms. Kirk advised Mr. Koretsky had stated  
that he wanted it for security purposes for small children, and she asked 
if he would be having his child playing in the front yard along the driveway. 
Mr. Koretsky stated he feels his children could play in the front yard in the  
grass areas.  He stated he would like them to enjoy the land, and there are 
other children across the street; and he would hope that they could all  
play out front, out back, and on the side and enjoy the land.   
 
Ms. Kirk asked Mr. Koretsky if he is planning a house to be somewhat  
similar to what is existing along Mill Road now; and Mr. Koretsky stated 
it will absolutely fit in with the community, and it will not be an eyesore. 
Ms. Kirk asked based on the houses that are already along Mill Road and 
in that community do any of them have a 6’ high fence in the front yard. 
Mr. Koretsky stated he believes that there are 6’ fences right across the  
street which would be the back yards onto Mill Road.  Ms. Kirk stated  
it is a back yard, and she asked if there is a 6’ fence in the front yard  
facing the front door of that house; and Mr. Koretsky stated there is not. 
Mr. Koretsky added that those houses in front of his proposed house  
do not front Mill Road.  Ms. Kirk stated she believes that those houses 
front Oxford Valley Road.  Mr. Koretsky stated it is a development.   
Ms. Kirk asked if  the house that has the 6’ high fence in the back yard  
fronts an interior road of that development or fronts on Oxford Valley  
Road.  Mr. Koretsky stated it fronts an interior development street.   
Ms. Kirk stated there are houses along Mill Road that are not part of the  
development across the street from Mr. Koretsky, but they are aesthetically- 
similar to what is in that development; and Mr. Koretsky agreed.   
 
Mr. Heath Dumack was sworn in.  He stated that he is a licensed professional 
engineer and surveyor, and is the President and owner of Dumack Engineering. 
He stated he is a licensed surveyor in Pennsylvania and Delaware and is 
currently licensed in forty-five States as an engineer across the Country. 
Ms. Kirk stated Mr. Dumack has been before the Board on numerous 
occasions, and she would Stipulate that he is being offered with an expertise 
in engineering for this project.    Ms. VanBlunk stated the Board would accept 
him as an expert in this field. 
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Mr. McGuigan stated they are applying for six Variances related to this  
proposed construction, and Mr. Dumack agreed.  Mr. McGuigan stated they 
are intending to replace the existing structure with a new single-family, 
detached residence, and Mr. Dumack agreed. 
 
Mr. McGuigan asked Mr. Dumack if he has had a chance to review the existing 
building and surround addition, and Mr. Dumack stated he has on numerous 
occasions.  He stated he also moved into Lower Makefield in 1978 with his 
parents and grew up on Roelofs Road about a half mile away.  He is familiar 
with the building.  Mr. McGuigan asked Mr. Dumack to describe what is there 
now.  Mr. Dumack stated he does not know when the building was first  
constructed, but it is “rambling.”  He stated it is oriented east to west so 
it has a small front stone structure and then it progressively extends toward 
the east with larger additions that have been added over time.  He stated aside 
from the small front stone structure portion, the rest of the building is sided in  
vinyl siding or aluminum.  He stated there are double-hung windows, and there 
is nothing “really remarkable” about the structure itself.  Mr. Dumack stated 
the entrance doors to the building are actually on the north side and the south 
side which do not correspond to the frontage of the building, and it is the sides. 
 
Mr. McGuigan asked Mr. Dumack if the stone portion is structurally-sound. 
Mr. Dumack stated the whole structure has been in a state of disrepair and  
decay for several years.  He stated he does not know enough of the recent 
history to know when the building was abandoned.  He stated a tree has 
fallen on the front portion of the building which included the stone portion. 
He stated the roof has been substantially damaged, and there is water 
intrusion throughout.  He stated there is mold in the building.  He stated 
they did not go down into the basement; however, he would assume that 
the basement at this point is probably full of water. 
 
Mr. McGuigan asked Mr. Dumack if it is his engineering opinion that they  
need to replace this with a structurally-sound building, and Mr. Dumack agreed. 
 
Mr. McGuigan asked what Mr. Dumack has prepared with respect to this 
development.  Mr. Dumack stated initially it was an Existing Features Survey 
and Plan that was performed on the site.  He stated they then started  
developing different concepts.  He stated they have been working on this for 
approximately a year and a half to two years which is almost the entire time 
that Mr. Koretsky has owned the property.  He stated they have had a number 
of different concepts, Sketch Plans, and architectural designs.  Mr. Dumack 
stated at one point they had a 20’ wide driveway, and the loop road was  
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extended beyond the current diameter.  He stated they were working with  
the architect at one point who came up with his own approach to the lay-out. 
He stated they have looked at numerous directions for this over the last year  
plus.   
 
Mr. McGuigan stated after going through these different directions and  
different proposals, they eventually cut it down to what they have now; 
and Mr. Dumack agreed.  Mr. Dumack added that at one point they had 
between 12,000 and 14,000 square feet of driveway, and they have been  
able to get it down to where they are now. 
 
Mr. McGuigan noted there are three Variances related to the slope of the Lot, 
and Mr. Dumack agreed.  Mr. Dumack stated the way Lower Makefield’s 
and a majority of Bucks County’s Ordinances are characterized is that there 
are three different levels of steep slopes.  He stated there is the 8% to 15% 
slope category, the 15%to 25% slope category, and the last is the 25% slope 
and over category.  Mr. Dumack stated those three categories as you go up  
in slope percentage  will restrict more and more the ability to disturb those 
areas.  He stated the reason for that has a lot to do with stormwater and  
erosion; and the more steep slopes you disturb, you may destroy the  
character of the site and the slopes.  Mr. Dumack stated in this instance  
those three Variances do not destroy the character of the site.  He stated  
looking at the site from the road, the road was cut into the property.   
He stated if you look at the property from the street, you have Mill Road,  
the bike path, and then the steep slopes cut in and up into the property  
almost like a cliff.  He stated at one point the road itself had to be cut into  
the existing slopes that make up part of this property; and in some ways, 
it has caused the creation of these steep slopes.   
 
Mr. Dumack noted the composite Plan that was sent to the Township today. 
He stated this is the Resource Protection Plan with the grading overlaid on  
top of it.   
 
Mr. McGuigan stated Mr. Dumack has discussed the slopes related to the  
road, and he asked if that is on the far left of the image; and Mr. Dumack 
agreed.  Mr. McGuigan stated Mr. Dumack had indicated that because of 
the character of that slope, he could tell it was a manmade slope; and  
Mr. Dumack agreed.   
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Mr. McGuigan asked Mr. Dumack to discuss the Overlay.  Mr. Dumack stated  
the levels of steep slopes are colored, and the darker areas are the steeper 
slopes, and the lighter areas are the less steep slope.  He stated if it is white 
that means that it is not in the restricted slope area, and that is the zero to 
eight percent slope.  Mr. Dumack stated anything that is shaded is above 
that.  Mr. McGuigan stated looking at Mill Road, right in front of where the 
existing house is along Mill Road is a long thin stretch of black hatch pattern; 
and it obvious looking at the property from the road that Mill Road was 
carved into and created those steep slopes.  Mr. Dumack stated similarly if 
you are looking at the driveway along the norther portion of the property, it 
can be seen that the driveway goes all the way toward the rear of the property, 
and it is not hatched at all; however, there is substantial hatch/shading on  
either side of that driveway.  He stated when you look at the property, the 
driveway has been cut into it.  He stated he would describe it as the spoils 
from the driveway cut were “basically dumped” on either side on either 
side of the existing drive which helped to create the steep slopes on either 
side of the driveway. 
 
Mr. Dumack stated if you look toward the southeast area, there is a region 
of dark-colored hatching that is directly adjacent to the existing pool on 
the property.  He stated those slopes do not carry beyond the property line. 
He stated he believes that whoever built the pool did not truck the material 
off, rather they piled it up just to the west to the pool and created those 
dark hatch pattern/steep slopes adjacent to the pool. 
 
Mr. Dumack stated he feels the majority of the steep slopes on the site 
are manmade, and they were created over time as initially Mill Road was 
created, then the house was constructed with the driveway, and then the 
pool; and all of that material is what has caused the steep slopes to form 
and they are not naturalized steep slopes on a normal Lot. 
 
Mr. McGuigan stated Mr. Dumack is indicating that the proposed construction, 
they will not be disturbing any natural condition of the parcel, rather they 
will be disturbing the various slopes that were put there inadvertently by 
prior construction; and Mr. Dumack stated that would be his opinion. 
 
Mr. McGuigan asked Mr. Dumack if it would be possible to make improve- 
ments to the Lot without disturbing the slopes, and Mr. Dumack stated he  
does not feel they would be able to do that.  Mr. Dumack noted the Class III 
steep slopes which are greater than 25%, and there are 2,000 square feet 
of those steep slopes; and according to the Ordinance, you are not allowed 
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to disturb anything in that category.  Mr. Dumack stated along the frontage 
of Mill Road, there is a portion of that Class of steep slope which he believes 
is probably two-thirds of what is on the site; and if you are not permitted to 
touch anything along that frontage because it is a Class III steep slope. 
Mr. McGuigan stated that is also where they were planning to install some 
of the seepage beds proposed, and Mr. Dumack agreed.   
 
Mr. Dumack stated the majority of the site slopes northwest.  He stated there 
is a drainage feature at the northern edge of the property; and what they have 
done as part of the grading design is to include two substantial ballast pits/ 
underground storm systems that will capture all the run-off coming off the  
site, contain it, and allow it to infiltrate as a Best Management Practice, and  
then excess water flow would be allowed to discharge into the drainage  
feature and allowed to go downstream. 
 
Mr. McGuigan stated with regard to the impervious surface, they are  
requesting a Variance to allows 25 ½% where 18% is permitted, and  
Mr. Dumack agreed.  Mr. McGuigan asked Mr. Dumack if the plan he just 
discussed regarding seepage beds and the drainage offset any potential 
increase in stormwater; and Mr. Dumack agreed.  He added that not 
only will it offset, but it will mitigate and improve downstream conditions 
substantially from where they are right now. 
 
Mr. McGuigan stated if the Township had any suggestions or requested 
changes, Mr. Koretsky had Testified that he would be more than willing  
to work with the Township; and he asked Mr. Dumack if he would be 
wiling to take those suggestions into consideration, and Mr. Dumack  
agreed.   
 
Mr. McGuigan asked Mr. Dumack if he feels these efforts would mitigate 
the increase in stormwater, and Mr. Dumack agreed. 
 
Mr. McGuigan stated they are requesting a Variance related to allow the  
setbacks from the Lot lines rather than from the protected resources.   
Mr. McGuigan asked if the slopes are considered a protected resource on 
this Lot, and Mr. Dumack agreed.  Mr. McGuigan asked if they could not 
get that Variance and they had to calculate setbacks from the protected 
resources would they be able to construct a single-family residence on this 
property, and Mr. Dumack stated he feels they would be “hard pressed” to 
put something in place that would not disturb particularly the Class III 
steep slopes. 
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Mr. McGuigan noted the Variance being requested for the fence, and he asked  
Mr. Dumack if he is familiar with the type of fence that Mr. Koretsky intends to  
install; and Mr. Dumack stated he is.  Mr. McGuigan asked Mr. Dumack if he has  
any concern that the fence would inhibit or obscure sight lines in the area, and  
Mr. Dumack stated he does not.  Mr. McGuigan asked if it would be within the  
public right-of-way, and Mr. McGuigan stated it would not.  Mr. McGuigan  
asked if there is any reason why this fence would be detrimental to the public  
welfare; and Mr. Dumack stated in his opinion he feels it would benefit to  
protect the public recognizing that Mr. Koretsky’s intent is to fence the entire 
property in.  Mr. Dumack stated if he were to leave the front yard fence at 3’  
high someone from the neighborhood or the Park & Rec area directly east of  
the property theoretically could “hop” the 3’ high fence and access the pool.   
He stated he feels that it is a matter of public safety given that there are  
children in the neighborhood.   
 
Mr. McGuigan stated technically the fence is in the front yard; but on the  
other side of Mill Road, there are fences that abut the rear of those yards. 
Mr. Dumack agreed adding that there are at least one or two stockade 
fences that go up to the rear property line.  He stated those Lots that back  
up to Mill Road do not have a rear yard – rather they have two front yards.   
He stated they front on Mill Road and they front on whatever secondary/ 
tertiary road that is within the development.  He stated theoretically those  
stockade fences would be in violation of the same Ordinance.  Mr. McGuigan  
stated those are stockade fences, and we are not proposing stockade fence;  
and Mr. Dumack agreed.  Mr. McGuigan stated the proposed fence will have  
no visibility issues or concerns.  Mr. Dumack stated it is an aluminum fence  
and has been fabricated to simulate wrought iron but it is lightweight and  
durable. 
 
Mr. McGuigan asked if there is any reason why the relief being requested  
would be detrimental to the health, safety, or welfare of the surrounding  
community; and Mr. Dumack stated there would not, and that he feels that  
with the stormwater improvements, they would actually be improving the  
situation downstream. 
 
Ms. Kirk stated the Site Plan was marked as Exhibit A-2 included three sheets 
but the document that was just referenced has shading on it that is not  
part of the Site Plan.  Ms. Kirk asked Mr. McGuigan if he would like that 
marked as a separate Exhibit, and he agreed he would.  Mr. Flager marked 
that as Exhibit A-5. 
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Ms. Kirk stated with regard to the fence, Mr. Dumack stated that the height 
of the fence was to protect the entirety of the property; and Mr. Dumack  
stated while he believes Mr. Koretsky stated that, he would agree with him. 
Ms. Kirk stated it is to prevent trespassers and others from hopping the  
fence to access the pool, and Mr. Dumack stated that would be his under- 
standing for why the front fence should be 6’ instead of 3’.  Ms. Kirk stated 
the proposed pool is going to be located in the rear behind the proposed 
house, and Mr. Dumack agreed.   Ms. Kirk stated that could be fenced  
separately instead of having a fence around the entirety of the property 
should Mr. Koretsky desire, and Mr. Dumack state that is possible and he 
has seen it done both ways.   
 
Ms. Kirk stated Mr. Dumack referenced that other houses in the area have 
technically two front yard and that some of them have stockade fences 
in what would be regarded as a front yard but are treated for practical 
purchases as a rear yard, and Mr. Dumack agreed.  Ms. Kirk stated  
Mr. Dumack made mention that those houses could be violating Zoning, 
and Mr. Dumack agreed.  Ms. Kirk stated the purpose of a 6’ fence in an  
additional front yard that would otherwise be treated as a rear yard is not  
unreasonable.  Mr. Dumack stated generally he would agree; however,  
given the nature of Ordinance which says that a fence cannot be more  
than 3’ high in a front yard, every home along Mill Road that backs up to  
Mill Road is a double front with no rear.  He stated interpretation wise,  
he would disagree with Ms. Kirk.  Ms. Kirk stated Mr. Dumack does not 
know if those property owners sought and obtained Zoning relief, and  
Mr. Dumack stated he does not know that.  Ms. Kirk stated for them to  
request a 6’ high fence in what would otherwise be treated as a rear yard 
is not unreasonable; however, Mr. Dumack stated he would not be able  
to answer that. 
 
Ms. Kirk asked if the fence along the front of the property line will be  
located along the property line, and Mr. Dumack stated it is not intended to.   
He stated the style that Mr. Koretsky has described and discussed with him  
included brick piers; and if the fence were to be right on the property line,  
the brick piers that would be spaced out would at that point be encroaching  
into the right-of-way.  He stated the proposed fence would probably be 2’ to  
3’ off the property line on Mr. Koretsky’s property. 
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Ms. Kirk stated Mill Road runs along the front of the property and then there  
is a section of 2’ to 3’ of grass area off of Mill Road that runs in front of the  
property; and Mr. Dumack stated there is also the bike path which is either 5’  
or 6’ wide.  Ms. Kirk stated there would then be the grass area of the property  
starting.  Mr. Dumack agreed adding that the property line would be 2’ to 3’  
on their side of the bike path.  Ms. Kirk stated the fence will be located within  
2’ to 3’ of the bike path, and Mr. Dumack stated it will probably be more like  
5’ given the brick piers that would be intermittent. 
 
Ms. Kirk asked the size of the brick piers adding that she does not see them  
on the Plan.  Mr. Dumack stated they are not designated on the Plan at this  
point.  He stated he was shown a photograph of what Mr. Koretsky wanted  
to do late last week.  He stated the fence as depicted on the Plan is offset off  
the property line and on Mr. Koretsky’s property 2’ to 3’ as it is.  Mr. Dumack  
stated if they have to move it back another foot or two in order to accommodate  
the piers to insure that the piers are on his property, he feels Mr. Koretsky would  
be okay with that.   
 
Ms. Kirk asked the width of the piers, and Mr. Dumack stated they would be 2’ 
to 3’ square. Mr. Dumack noted Delancey Court which was a McGrath develop- 
ment in Newtown Township, and they would be similar in style to that.  Ms. Kirk  
asked how tall they will be, and Mr. Dumack stated they will probably be the  
same as the fence which would be 6’. 
 
Mr. McGuigan stated he has a photograph of what they are modeling it after 
which he could show to the Board. 
 
Ms. Kirk stated she understands that there will be two brick piers along the  
front of the property for the fence; however, Mr. Dumack stated there will  
be multiple piers.  Ms. Kirk asked how many they are anticipating, and  
Mr. Dumack stated that will depend on the spacing.  Mr. Connors asked If  
he is assuming 8’ spacing, and  Mr. Dumack stated it might be 8’ or 12’.   
He added it is not intended to be every fence panel.  He stated it is more  
aesthetic than anything else, and it is part of the architectural style that  
Mr. Koretsky was looking for.   
 
Ms. Kirk asked if that is only along the frontage of the property; and  
Mr. Dumack stated while he believes so, he is not sure.  Ms. Kirk stated this  
has not yet been decided, and Mr. Dumack agreed.     
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Ms. Kirk asked if based on the proposed plan for the piers, is it possible that  
future Zoning relief will be required; and Mr. Dumack stated it will not.   
Ms. Kirk asked if the piers will be constructed structures that do not meet  
the setback requirements.  Mr. Dumack stated if they were to be classified  
as that, he could probably say that a mailbox could be considered a structure, 
or a stormwater structure like an inlet could be considered a structure, or 
piping could be considered a structure as well. 
 
Ms. Kirk stated they are talking about multiple structures that are 2’ to 3’ 
square and 6’ high which is at lease twelve to eighteen square feet in total  
as opposed to a mailbox sitting on a post.  Mr. Dumack stated he has seen  
mailboxes in Lower Makefield, one of which is just down the street, that  
is probably 3’ to 5’ square, brick; and that is in the right-of-way. 
 
Ms. Kirk stated they were discussing the driveway, and currently it is a  
gravel driveway that comes off of Mill Road and appears to be running  
up the side of where the building is and then veers toward the back.   
Mr. Dumack stated that is correct for the most part.  He stated at one  
point it might have been paved; however, it is in a state of decay to the  
extent that it is gravel at this point. 
 
Ms. Kirk asked why the Board should justify the additional impervious  
surface to move the location of the existing driveway to the point that it  
will be 9,000 square feet of what appears to be a fairly large circular driveway.   
Mr. Dumack stated they have done a number of estate homes over the years  
with larger driveways that are hundreds of feet in length.  He stated you can  
reduce the width; however, it makes it awkward because then you have to  
create pull-offs so that two cars potentially coming up and down the driveway  
can pass each other.  He stated 16’ wide is the minimum in order to have two  
cars able to pass each other on the driveway.  He stated the compromise was  
to keep the driveway at 16’ wide which is the minimum to allow two cars to  
pass. 
 
Ms. Kirk asked if the attached garage is going to be house two vehicles. 
Mr. Dumack stated he believes it will be able to handle five to six cars 
in the proposed garage. 
 
Ms. Kirk stated Mr. Dumack had stated that the existing driveway probably 
resulted in the creation of additional steep slopes on the property, and 
Mr. Dumack agreed.  Ms. Kirk asked how long ago was the driveway built 
that is on the property now, and Mr. Dumack stated it was there in 1978 
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when he was eight years old.  Ms. Kirk asked about Mill Road adding that 
Mr. Dumack had stated that had carved itself into the property which may 
have resulted in steep slopes, and she asked how long Mill Road has been 
there.   Mr. Dumack stated Mill Road has been there since before 1978. 
Ms. Kirk stated they are looking at something that has been in existence for 
no less than approximately fifty years.  Mr. Dumack stated that the bike  
path that is in front of the property was not there in 1978, and he believes 
that was put in probably in the last twenty years.  He stated that in order 
for them to install that, they had to cut that section of steep slope out 
which has caused additional slopes. 
 
Ms. Kirk stated Mr. Dumack is well versed in the Township Zoning 
Ordinance, and he has appeared before the Board on numerous matters; 
and Mr. Dumack agreed.  Ms. Kirk stated Mr. Dumack knows the Section 
involving steep slopes as it relates to the Ordinance and this property, 
and Mr. Dumack agreed.  Ms. Kirk stated Mr. Dumack also knows that 
the provision of the Code recognizing that steep slopes are a natural 
resource whether they are manmade or natural, and Mr. Dumack agreed. 
Ms. Kirk stated as a result of steep slopes being on the property for at  
least forty years, there is a certain ecological balance that has developed 
over that time; and Mr. Dumack stated he would agree to some extent. 
Ms. Kirk stated disturbance of these slopes could create disruption other 
than just water run-off.  Mr. Dumack stated while that is possible, he  
would still consider it an existing non-conformity with respect to the  
property as a whole; and in his opinion because it is manmade steep  
slopes, there is a need for relief.  Ms. Kirk stated it is Mr. Dumack’s  
opinion that it is manmade, and Mr. Dumack agreed.   
 
Ms. Kirk asked if they can agree that under the Zoning Ordinance that  
if a property owner wishes to disturb steep slopes that the appropriate  
course of action would be to seek Conditional Use in front of the Board  
of Supervisors who have reserved that power as permitted under the  
Law of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.  Mr. Dumack stated in that  
regard he would have to rely on Ms. Kirk’s expertise and the expertise of  
the attorneys involved in this Hearing.  He stated he has never gone for  
that in Lower Makefield. 
 
Ms. Kirk asked Mr. Dumack if he has read the portion of the Zoning Ordinance 
dealing with steep slopes, and Mr. Dumack stated he has.  Ms. Kirk asked if  
she represented to Mr. Dumack that under the Section that reads “Steep Slopes,” 
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there is a provision that states that standards can be modified as to disturbance 
of Class I, Class II, and Class III steep slopes in accordance with the Conditional 
Use standards and procedures, would he have any reason to disbelieve her, 
and Mr. Dumack stated he would have no reason to disbelieve her. 
 
Ms. Kirk asked with the disturbance of steep slopes, what other resources on 
the property are going to be protected.  Mr. Dumack stated the drainage  
feature on the north side of the property would be protected during this time. 
He stated with the adjustment in the slopes after the construction is compete, 
he feels that the water run-off would come off at a slower rate, and they would 
be containing much of the run-off site in infiltration beds.  He stated because 
of that the downstream conditions off the property would be improved. 
 
Ms. Kirk stated it is Mr. Dumack’s position that based on his analysis of the  
existing features of the property that the best location for those proposed 
seepage beds would be along the front of the property in the darkest shaded 
area, and Mr. Dumack stated he felt they were slightly off from that.  He added 
it can be moved off the front property line, and that was not really the main  
focus of putting it at that location.  He stated it was the fact that the majority  
of the flows from that property go forward to Mill Road and then go north  
to the drainage feature. 
 
Ms. Kirk stated looking at the Existing Features Plan, there are greater steep 
slopes of 153 and 152 at the driveway and then decrease further out toward 
the property line.  She asked Mr. Dumack how he will capture that water 
with the seepage beds along the front area.  Mr. Dumack noted the Overlay 
and stated the ballast pit itself can be moved back, and the way they would 
have to compensate for the water between Mill Road and the proposed  
ballast pit, they would have to take that as a by-pass watershed and it would  
come off of what you are allowed to discharge downstream.  He stated from  
an equation perspective whatever is in the by-pass area would have to be  
accommodated for elsewhere in the stormwater design.  Ms. Kirk stated 
this makes sense theoretically, but she asked how practically this has been 
tested to insure that this proposed stormwater system will control the peak  
of run-off due to the increased 7 ½% of impervious surface.   Mr. Dumack 
stated it would be between he and the Township engineer.  He stated storm- 
water designs are reviewed all the time, and Mr. Pockl, the Township engineer, 
is very good at his job; and he will normally put his expert opinion to the test. 
Mr. Dumack stated Mr. Pockl will make sure that they “toe the line.” 
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Ms. Kirk stated with regard to the size of the house, it will be about two times 
larger than the existing building; and Mr. Dumack stated that is approximately 
correct. Ms. Kirk stated it is a two-story structure, and Mr. Dumack agreed. 
Ms. Kirk stated the livable space will be roughly over 8,000 square feet; and 
Mr. Dumack stated he does not know exact numbers and on the architecturals, 
they do evolve over time.  He stated they are probably looking at between 
6,500 and 7,500.   
 
Ms. Kirk stated the garage will be large enough to house five or more cars,  
and Mr. Dumack agreed.  Ms. Kirk stated according to the Plan it is supposed  
to be a two-story garage, and Mr. Dumack agreed.  Ms. Kirk asked if there  
will be a second floor livable area in the garage, and Mr. Dumack stated he  
does not know as he has only seen conceptuals as to what the house looks  
like.  He stated the Foundation Plan is all that he really needed to do his  
work.  He stated with regard to storage of cars today, most garages tend to  
have a reinforced floor slab for proposed lifts; and a lot of people have toys. 
He stated he has done homes in Middletown where there is a five-bay 
garage, and they have ten to twelve cars, with most of them being “toys.” 
Mr. Dumack stated he does not know what Mr. Koretsky’s plans are for 
what he is going to store in the garage. 
 
Mr. McGuigan stated there will not be a livable space on the second floor  
of the garage. 
 
Ms. Kirk stated based on the Plans submitted, the new driveway is going to  
be about three and half to four times larger than what the existing gravel 
driveway is.  Mr. Dumack stated the existing gravel drive is about 2,800  
square feet, and the proposed pave drive is just over 9,300 square feet so  
it would about four times larger. 
 
Ms. Kirk stated there will also be a pool.  She asked if the patio and steps  
will be around the pool area, and Mr. Dumack agreed. 
 
Mr. Flager stated one of the Sub-Sections exempts slopes that are less than  
3,000 square feet, and he is not sure if there are areas that are under 3,000  
square feet on the property that would be exempt that would be built upon. 
Mr. Dumack stated the Class III steep slopes, those that are greater than 
25%, total approximately 2,000 square feet.  He stated based on that since 
they are only looking at approximately 2,000 square feet, the Variance for 
100% disturbance of the Class III slopes probably could be taken off the 
table.   
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Mr. Flager stated he is referring to Section 200-51B.5.d. – Exemption for Steep  
Slopes which states:  “Areas of steep slopes that are less than 3,000 square  
feet shall be exempted from these standards.” 
 
Mr. Connors asked if that is cumulative or individual.  He stated this is almost  
a two-acre site.  Mr. Flager stated that is not clear.  He stated it says “areas  
of steep slope.”  Mr. Connors stated that is plural, and Mr. Flager agreed. 
Mr. Majewski stated the interpretation that they use is that if there is an  
isolated area of steep slopes, if that area is less than the amount, then it is 
exempt.  He stated if you look at the Plan that was submitted, there is an  
area of steep slopes along the western property line; and that may be less 
than 3,000 square feet so that would not count.  Mr. Majewski stated there 
is also an area just off the back of the house near the pool, and that area  
looks like it is less than the required amount, and that would be exempt. 
He stated there are also a few other isolated pockets of steep slopes which 
he believes would not count. 
 
Ms. VanBlunk stated they cannot vote on this tonight because of the  
additional advertising, and Mr. Flager stated they will have to re-advertise 
for the sixth Variance that was on the Application but did not make it to 
the Notice.  Ms. VanBlunk stated they could ask the Appellant to do 
additional homework to determine whether or not they need the Variance 
or not.  Mr. Flager stated it is an easier proposition if you are withdrawing  
a Variance request, and they can advertise it, and withdraw it if it is not  
necessary.  Mr. Flager stated Mr. Dumack can see if there are some areas  
that might be exempt that might narrow the issues down for the Board. 
 
Ms. Kirk stated in her reading of the Ordinance it appears that the  
disturbance of the other steep slope classifications should not be in  
front of the Zoning Hearing Board, and it appears that it should be a  
Conditional Use Application and go to the Board of Supervisors.  Ms. Kirk  
stated Mr. McGuigan may want to discuss this further with the Township. 
Mr. McGuigan since they are Continuing this for the advertising purposes, 
during the interim he will discuss that with Mr. Flager and the Township. 
 
Ms. Kirk stated she is looking at Section 200-51.B.5  Section C and E. 
 
Mr. Flager stated Sub-Section E states that the Board of Supervisors 
can only grant 10% less than required, and they are requesting more  
than 10%; and they can discuss this in the interim.  Ms. Kirk stated she 
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does not remember this ever being applicable in the past, and she is not  
sure that this changed as a result of something that happened recently.   
Mr. McGuigan stated they are happy to discuss this with Mr. Flager and  
Ms. Kirk on behalf of the Township.  He stated if they have to go before  
the Board of Supervisors to request this Conditional Use approval,  they  
will do that. 
 
Ms. VanBlunk stated Mr. Dumack referred to a 16’ wide driveway; however  
on the circular point it is actually 20’ wide on both sides of the circle in front  
of the house.  Mr. Dumack agreed.  Ms. VanBlunk asked Mr. Koretsky what is  
the need for 20’ on both sides of the circle in front of the house.  Mr. Koretsky  
stated it is to be able to go around the circle without driving on the grass or 
the proposed landscape beds that will be in front of the house, and there is 
a radius needed to turn vehicles.   
 
Mr. McGuigan stated he is not sure that it is the whole length of the circle 
any may only be on the portion fronting the house immediately as the  
rest of it seems to be at 16’.  He stated he knows that on the corners it is 
a little bit more. 
 
Ms. VanBlunk stated it is not marked so she does not know what it is and  
it would be somewhere between 16’ and 20’.  Mr. Dumack stated that is 
corrected.  He added that they have done some traffic templating, and  
what they found is that a larger pick-up truck and a FedEx truck typically 
needs that extra width in the drive so that they do not hit the island or 
the sidewalk surfacing the house.  Mr. McGuigan stated Mr. Koretsky does  
operate work trucks that are larger in size.  Mr. Koretsky stated they are  
F-350 Ford pick-up trucks.   
 
Ms. VanBlunk asked what is the portico.  Mr. Koretsky stated it is covered,  
and you can drive through to get to the garage that is behind it.  He stated  
you will not see garage doors when you look at the front of the house.   
Ms. VanBlunk stated the garage doors are in the back;  and Mr. Koretsky  
agreed adding it is more aesthetically-pleasing to not see the garage doors.   
Ms. VanBlunk asked what would be seen in the front, and Mr. Koretsky  
stated it will be a stone façade in the front.  Ms. VanBlunk stated there is a  
drive going on both sides – on the portico side with the 16’ on that side and  
a paved drive on both sides of the driveway, and Mr. Koretsky agreed.   
Ms. VanBlunk asked what is the purchase of having a driveway on both  
sides of the garage.  Mr. Koretsky stated something could be parked on the  
left side of the two-story garage and they would be able to park next to the  
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garage as well.  Ms. VanBlunk stated there is also a paved driveway in the back,  
but she cannot tell how long it is because there are no numbers.  She asked if  
that is for pulling into the garage or parking.  She stated they have the portico  
and the paved drive behind the garage.  Mr. Koretsky stated the vehicle would 
enter and go through the portico and then make a left after you go under the  
portico in order to be able to go to the detached garage section. He stated if  
you went under the portico and went to the right, you would be able to get  
into the garages on the side of the house on that side.   
 
Ms. VanBlunk stated she now understands that they have two garages – one  
that is attached to the house and one that is a separate, free-standing garage;  
and Mr. Koretsky agreed.  Mr. Koretsky stated his children have a lot of toys,  
and then his wife could not put her car in the garage, and his idea was to keep  
the toys and miscellaneous seasonal items in the one garage, and have the  
other garage for his wife to be able to park her car and have some other room  
in there. 
 
Ms. VanBlunk asked the purpose of having the paved driveway to the left  
of the free-standing garage, and she asked why they need two driveways.  
She stated she is trying to determine the need for so much impervious  
surface.  Ms. VanBlunk asked why there could not be one driveway going  
through the portico which would have access to both the attached garage  
and the free-standing garage.  Mr. Koretsky stated the driveway to the left  
will be at a different elevation so that you can access the two-car garage  
through the basement of the two-car garage.  He stated there will be storage  
in the basement of the two-car garage.  Ms. VanBlunk asked if that is the  
free-standing garage, and Mr. Koretsky agreed.  Ms. VanBlunk stated they  
have a two-story because there is a basement and then a first level.   
Mr. Koretsky stated there will be a basement and there will not be any  
living space above it at this time.  Ms. VanBlunk asked if the basement is  
where you pull in.  She stated looking at the Plans the left side drive pulls  
into the basement, and Mr. Koretsky agreed.  Ms. VanBlunk stated that is  
the two-car garage, and Mr. Koretsky agreed.  Ms. VanBlunk asked what is  
on the first floor, and Mr. Koretsky stated on the first floor you would be  
able to put vehicles in the garage itself.  He stated therefore you can park  
four cars – two above and two below.  Ms. VanBlunk stated the driveway on  
the left side accesses the basement, and the pavement in the back accesses  
the first floor, and Mr. Koretsky agreed. 
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Mr. Connors stated with regard to the road frontage, it was indicated that  
there is approximately a 3’ to 4’ rise on Mill Road; and Mr. Dumack agreed. 
Mr. Connors stated on top of that they will be putting a 6’ tall fence. 
Mr. Dumack stated that portion will get re-graded down.  He stated the  
bulk of the site is probably going to be lowered approximately 2’. 
Mr. Connors stated the fence would then be on top of a 2’ rise, and 
Mr. Dumack agreed.  Mr. Connors stated they would therefore be looking 
at an 8’ high fence at that location.  Mr. Dumack stated it would be an 8’ 
high elevation. 
 
Mr. Connors stated it was also noted that there was no way to get access to 
areas of the site that are not applicable to the steep grades.  Mr. Connors  
asked if they looked at using the existing driveway to get to the area in the  
back that is relatively flat.  Mr. Connors added that there was a discussion  
about it was difficult to develop the site without impacting existing grades, 
and Mr. Dumack agreed.  Mr. Connors stated the driveway is already  
existing on the site and they would not have to modify that.  He stated  
there is also a fairly large portion of level ground where the existing building  
is to the rear of the property.  Mr. Dumack stated to the rear of the existing 
building he would agree with Mr. Connors;  however, it should be recognized 
that the property line is not too far back from that level open area in the  
back, and you would be in the rear yard setback at that point and they  
would have to request rear yard setback relief for the proposed home 
instead of steep slopes.   
 
Mr. Connors stated Mr. Dumack also indicated that the drainage design  
would improve downstream of the site, and he asked if the drainage  
design is based on the impervious coverage that they are creating for 
this property and not as a remediation for downstream.  Mr. Dumack 
stated he believes that the Ordinance requires that they take the site 
back to a meadow condition.  He stated at one point the site was not 
meadow, and it was lawn, driveway, house, pool; and all of those surfaces  
would go back for calculation purposes to meadow which has less run-off  
than what lawn has typically and impervious surfaces.  He stated they  
would be required as part of their stormwater to restrict downstream  
flows to meadow.  Mr. Connors stated they are not doing it as down- 
stream remediation, rather they are doing it because they are required  
to based on the development;  and Mr. Dumack stated that is partially  
correct.  Mr. Dumack added that as a bonus, because they are restricting  
water from going downstream, the side benefit is that the downstream  
conditions do improve.   
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Mr. Connors asked what is the hardship for the 20% impervious surface. 
He stated they are “ripping down” what is there, and they have the ability 
to use an almost two acre site; but they cannot seem to fit the project in 
within the 18%.  Mr. Dumack stated he feels the attorney would be better 
to answer that questions.  Ms. VanBlunk stated she feels that is a question 
for the Applicant. 
 
Mr. McGuigan stated it is a larger site, and they are attempting to “bring  
up the site;” and the Plans they have submitted are for something that is  
a bit more expansive than what is there now.  He stated in terms of the  
impervious surface, it is their hope that not only does this bring up the site, 
but in reality with the Plans that Mr. Dumack described, it is a net neutral in  
terms of impact of run-off and in terms of stormwater.  
 
Mr. Connors stated that is not an answer to his question.  He stated everything 
that has been talked about so far is based on “looks and feel and wants;” and 
he asked the hardship that they need to go on a two-acre site to this level 
of impervious.  Mr. McGuigan stated with regard to the home, they need a  
certain amount to construct the home.  He stated in terms of the additional 
pavement, and the driveway, etc.  it is more aesthetic; and there is really 
no direct hardship in terms of the additional driveway to access one floor 
of the secondary garage or the other.  He stated they feel that with the  
stormwater management that they have, they can not only accommodate 
but actually improve the stormwater on the site.  He stated in terms of the 
additional paving for some of the driveway there is not a standard hardship. 
 
Mr. Connors asked if there is a way that they could find a reduction of  
6,000 square feet of driveway and not have to have a Variance request. 
Mr. McGuigan stated they could not do that.  Mr. Connors stated they 
have over a 9,000 square foot driveway.  Mr. McGuigan stated they could 
not have a reduction of 6,000 square feet.  He stated due to the nature 
of Mr. Koretsky’s work, he does have work trucks and there is other 
equipment that will be needed to maintain the property that will be stored  
within the garage as well.  He stated the storage spaces is something that he  
believes that he needs for the property; and to access that additional space, 
he needs the additional extra driveway.  Mr. McGuigan stated to cut the  
driveway by two-thirds is something that he probably could not do.    
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Mr. McGuigan stated they could look at other potential Plans; however, as he  
had noted previously, they have discussed this and felt that the Plan presented  
provided Mr. Koretsky with what he wanted to do with the property without 
overburdening the property and also maintaining and improving the stormwater. 
 
Mr. Koretsky stated he would not be opposed to looking at permeable 
asphalt on the left side of the garage which may help. Mr. Dumack stated  
most Townships do not allow the impervious surface ratio to be reduced by  
using permeable blacktop, concrete, or pavers; however that could be a  
BMP when it comes to the stormwater management design.  He asked if 
that would be amenable to the Township.  Mr. Connors stated he feels  
that is something that the Board could discuss.  He stated he personally  
feels that the project size they have for a two-acre Lot is “a little bit much.” 
He stated he feels the Applicants need to think about this more.  He stated 
a pervious pavement if a BMP, and it is not a reduction in impervious.  He stated  
it could be included as part of their stormwater management, but he feels they  
have a three-acre project on a two-acre site. 
 
Ms. VanBlunk stated she would tend to agree with Mr. Connors.  She stated 
she would also want additional information on the brick piers as to the number 
of piers and how much more impervious surface they will take up.  She stated 
she is also disinclined to vote for a 6’ fence in the front yard, and Mr. Connors 
agreed.  Ms. VanBlunk stated she feels they also need additional numbers as 
the Plans are not exact.   
 
Mr. Tritt noted Item #10 of the Application with regard to the approximate 
cost of the work proposed which shows $400,000 which he feels is a gross 
underestimate considering what they have outlined; and he asked if they 
want to revise that number for the Board.  Mr. McGuigan stated Mr. Koretsky 
is involved in certain companies that will be performing the work, so they 
will be doing the work themselves.  Mr. Tritt stated there is more than  
$400,000 just in materials adding that he is involved with a construction  
engineering company, and he feels this is a gross underestimate especially 
for a 6,500 to 7,500 square foot house.  Mr. McGuigan stated they have 
run the numbers, and that estimate is for them doing the work themselves 
which is why it is lower than they are used to.  Mr. Connors asked if it is 
for the site work or the entire project, and Mr. Koretsky stated they will be  
doing the entire project themselves including the site work.  Mr. Connors 
stated he agreed with Mr. Tritt that they should look at that again. 
 
There was no one from the public wishing to speak on this matter. 
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Mr. McGuigan requested a Continuance until the next meeting of the Board. 
 
Ms. VanBlunk moved to continue the Appeal until November 17 so that the 
Township can advertise the additional Variance requested.   
 
Ms. VanBlunk stated the Applicant will also review the Variances and  
whether or not they can be withdrawn.  Mr. McGuigan stated they will  
review all of the requested relief and discuss that with Mr. Flager; and to 
the extent that any of the Variances can be withdrawn or the relief can be 
lessened they will do that at that time. 
 
Mr. Connors asked if they want additional time if they need to go to the 
Board of Supervisors.  Mr. McGuigan stated if it is acceptable to the Zoning 
Hearing Board he would like to proceed with November 17; and if it is  
determined that they have to go to the Board of Supervisors they will  
request a subsequent Continuance.  He stated he will discuss this with 
Mr. Flager about this tomorrow to see if that is a necessary step. 
 
Mr. Connors seconded and it was unanimously carried to Continue the matter 
to November 17. 
 
 
There being no further business, Mr. Solor moved, Mr. Tritt seconded and it  
was unanimously carried to adjourn the meeting. 
 
 
      Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
 
 
      Pamela VanBlunk, Vice Chair 


